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“Whoever takes it upon himself to write an honest intellectual history of twentieth- 
century Europe will need a strong stomach. But he will need something more. He 
will need to overcome his disgust long enough to ponder the roots of this strange 
and puzzling phenomenon.” —Mark Lilla 


...by Jonas E. Alexis 


Arguably the most notorious and controversial historian of our time is David Irving, 
ho has been called “anti-Semite,” a “neo-Nazi,” a “racist,” and a “Holocaust 
Hitler’s War denier.” Former news anchor and political commentator Keith Olberman nominated 
Irving as one of the “world’s worst” people in 2010. 


Michael Shermer and Alex Grobman call him “the most historically sophisticated of the 
[Holocaust] deniers.” Richard J. Evans, a historian who was a witness at the Holocaust trial, 
denounces Irving’s writing as 


“completely worthless as history, because Irving cannot be trusted anywhere, in any of 
hem, to give a reliable account of what he is talking or writing about...if we mean by 
historian someone who is concerned to discover the truth about the past, and to give as 

accurate a representation of it as possible, then Irving is not a historian.” (Before the trial, 
however, Evans praised Irving for digging up valuable materials from the archive.) The ADL calls Irving “one of the 
most best known Holocaust deniers in the world.” 


Other historians disagree with common opinion. Military historian Sir John Keegan called Irving’s Hitler’s War 
“certainly among the half dozen most important books.” Keegan admits, however, that Irving is a controversial figure 
“who currently champions extreme right-wing politics in Europe. Nonetheless, he is a historian of formidable power, 
having worked in all major German archives, discovered important deposits of papers himself, and interviewed man 
of the survivors or their families and intimates.” 


Keegan moves on to say, “No historian of the second World War can afford to avoid Irving.” Irving’s biography of 
Goring, says Keegan, is “the most illuminating” among historical books. 


In 1977, noted British historian Hugh Trevor-Roper, though questioning Irving’s motives, wrote that “no praise can 
be too high for his [Irving’s] indefatigable, scholarly industry.” Other historians such as Paul Addison, John Charmley, 
and Rainer Zitelmann, praised Irving’s work, although they do not like some of the positions he has taken. 


Noted British historian A. J. P. Taylor wrote that Irving possessed “an unrivaled industry” and a “good scholarship” 
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when it comes to decoding the archives to see what the records actually say. British historian Paul Addison likewise 
noted that Irving possesses a “colossus of research,” while at the same 
time takes issues with him on other matters. 


Some historians seem to have some animosity towards Irving precisely becaus 
historian who would posit extraordinary claims without serious evidence 

from the archives. Like Gollum who hates the ring of power and loves it at 

the same time in J. R. R. Tolkien’s The Lord of the Rings, some historians 

love Irving but hate him because he gives them a hard time. 


This point is demonstrated by historian Peter Hoffman, who said: 


“Mr. Irving’s constant references to archives, diaries and letters, and the 
overwhelming amount of detail in his work, suggest objectivity. In fact they 
put a screen behind which a very different agenda is transacted... Mr. Irving 
is a great obfuscator...Distortions affect every important aspect of this book 
to the point of obfuscation... It is unfortunate that Mr. Irving wastes his 
extraordinary talents as a researcher and writer on trivializing the greatest 
crimes in German history, on manipulating historical sources and on 
highlighting the theatrics of the Nazi era.” 


A. J. P. Taylor 


One of the people who found David Irving’s work as anti-Semitic, however, is Deborah Lipstadt, who also accused 
him of a “Holocaust denier.” 


Lipstadt, whose greatest intellectual and historical achievement is to 
call everyone who fundamentally disagrees with her on aspects of the 
Holocaust a “Holocaust denier,” tells us in her book History on Trial 
that John Lukacs and Charles Sydnor challenged Irving on his use of 
sources and found them inaccurate. 


But saying some sources are inaccurate and documenting where the 
inaccuracies lie is a big problem for Lipstadt. She does not tell us where 
Lukacs and Sydnor found Irving’s sources as “pretentious twadle” at all. One 
is asked to take their words at face value. 


If that is the case, then one is surely justified in taking Raul Hilberg’s 
comment on David Irving as well. Hilberg noted: “If these people want to 
speak, let them. It only leads those of us who do research to re-examine 
what we might have considered as obvious. And that’s useful for us.” 


Noted economic historian Robert Higgs came to similar conclusions, 
believing that historical revisionism can stimulate healthy discussion 
precisely because historians are always looking for more evidence in order 
oe to give an accurate or more consistent account of the past. 


Although several aspects of Hilberg’s history of the Holocaust are 
questionable, as we shall demonstrate in a future article, he indeed was willing to be open-minded at least here in 
this assertion. Similarly, Jewish scholars such as Murray Rothbard saw “revisionism” as a healthy and skeptical way 
to approach history—not because revisionists want to rewrite history and shape it in their own way, but because 
historical evidence must be presented for extraordinary claims. 


However, the Holocaust has become a sacred cow, so much so that even debating certain aspects of it may be 
considered as anti-Semitic. As Jewish historian Paula Hyman of Yale pointed out in a 1980 New York Times article, 
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“With regard to Israel, the Holocaust may be used to forestall political criticism and suppress debate; it 
reinforces the sense of Jews as an eternally beleaguered people who can rely for their defense only upon 
themselves. The invocation of the suffering endured by the Jews under the Nazis often takes the place of 
rational argument, and is expected to convince doubters of the legitimacy of current Israeli government 
policy.” 


But evidence and logical argument do not seem to be the goal for Lipstadt. She 
excels at summoning ad hominem argument and dismantling them with great 
relish. In the arena of ideas, it seems that historical documentation and logical 
consistency do not matter much. 


An easy way to disarm your opponent is to call him names: anti-Semite, 
Holocaust denier, neo-Nazi, etc. Once she convinced the media that Irving is 
indeed a “Holocaust denier” and an anti-Semite, then no one would bother to 
read Irving’s books to examine them for their evidentiary foundations—or lack 
thereof. 


More importantly, any historian who even has the slightest doubt about 
Lipstadt’s version of the Holocaust has to be an anti-Semite. In a letter she sent 
to the New York Times, she insinuated that Irving should not be referred to as 
a historian but a Holocaust denier—although Irving has written at least 30 
books on World War II and Lipstadt only four. FautaiHyman 


Lipstadt’s tactic is quite cheap, but it is not a surprise, since this has been one 

of the ideological weapons of the Holocaust establishment. Some of the terms the Holocaust establishment used— 
such as “anti-Semitism,” “Holocaust denier,” “history denier,” haters of Jews’—are pronounced so vaguely by so 
many people that when one examines the logical and historical depth and breadth of those words and the people 
who invoke them, they turn out to be void of empirical evidence. 


Michael Shermer and his co-author Alex Grobman begin their book with the assertion that Ernst Zundel claimed that 
“the Holocaust never happened.” The Encyclopedia of the Holocaust declares that holocaust denial, among other 
things as “Denying the Holocaust includes attempts to deny the fact that the extermination of the Jews by the Nazis 
ever took place,” “the tendentious and trivializing claim that the Holocaust was not unique and that there had been 
precedents, even precedents that had served as models for the Holocaust.” Even claims that “Jewish losses have 
been grossly exaggerated” maybe labeled Holocaust denial. 


Shermer and his co-author know very well that “Holocaust deniers” do not deny the Holocaust. In fact, back in 1998 
(long before Shermer got involved in writing Denying History), Mark Weber, director of the Institute for Historical 
Review, wrote in the L.A. Times: 


“Revisionist scholars do not ‘deny’ the Holocaust. They acknowledge that many hundreds of thousands of Jews were 
killed and otherwise perished during the Second World War as direct and indirect result of the brutally anti-Jewish 
policies of Germany and its allies.” 


Weber continued to say, “Since its founding in 1978, the IHR has steadfastly opposed bigotry of all kinds in its efforts 
to promote greater public understanding of key chapters of history.” 


In a similar vein, David Irving declared in a speech that “there is no doubt at all that the Nazis in their twelve-year 
rule inflicted nameless horrors on large segment of the population, including the Jews and other people, whom they 
disliked.” 


Irving even goes so far as to say that the horrors that happen during World War II on both sides of the 


equation should be named “innocenticide—the killing of innocent people in war....l am not Jewish, | am not 
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anti-Jewish, and | am not an anti-Semite.” 


What is even more interesting is that Shermer debated Weber on this issue and continued to misrepresent 
“Holocaust deniers” in his book! Moreover, Shermer never mentioned the debate in the book. We will deal with 
Shermer’s Denying History in more details in future articles, but let us make a few points here. 


No one is claiming that Jews weren’t persecuted by Nazi Germany. What serious person would dispute that 
historical fact? What some historians are trying to emphasize, however, is: 1) that other ethnic groups were 
also persecuted in Nazi Germany; 2) that Hitler did not intend to exterminate the entire Jewish people from 
Europe, but intended to use forced migration; 3) that there were individuals of Jewish descent in Nazi 
Germany—and Hitler knew it; 4) that Nazi Germany is one crime in history and there are others which seem 
to be worse than the Third Reich; 5) that the “six million killed” figure is inflated; and 6) the claim that Jews 
were gassed in gas chambers is false. 


Moreover, Michael Shermer and his co-author examine the Holocaust in a way that brings up more questions than it 
lays to rest. For them, anyone who dissents from the view that at least five to six million Jews died at the hands of 
Nazi Germany is a Holocaust denier. Shermer implicitly reiterated that point when the Denying History came out. 


that people were gassed in concentration camps is a Holocaust denig 
pcaust establishment. One can say with a high degree of certainty thats re the 
bible to the establishment. 


In other words, if those 
premises turn out to be false, 
then the Holocaust A e con 
establishment has nothing to eai at 
stand upon. Moreover, it 
seems that a person is a 
Holocaust denier whenever 
he does not ally with the 
Holocaust establishment. 
Even Ernst Zundel, to my 
knowledge, never denied that 
Jews suffered and died at the hands of Nazi Germany. What he 
questions is “did six million really die?” 


Č 
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Mark Weber 


Michael Shermer 


If we take Jewish historians such as Yehuda Bauer or Gerald 
Reitlinger or even Raul Hilberg at their words, the answer to 
Zundel’s question is no. 


Anyone with an ounce of historical sense would admit that Jews, as well as homosexuals and Jehovah’s Witnesses 
and Catholics and Protestants, suffered under Nazi Germany. This point is certainly not in question. The question 
that is controversial, as we shall see in subsequent articles, is the six-million figure. 


Jewish military historian Joel S. Hayward (Head of Air Power Studies at King’s College), while he does not espouse 
all of Irving’s work, wrote a lengthy letter praising Irving for his historical documentation. | have placed the letter in 
the footnote. 


Either all those historians who have praised Irving are self-deluded, deceivers, or they believe that Irving has 
something to say. Moreover, the closer one can get to archival documents, the closer one can get to the truth of what 
happened in history. Not all historians immerse themselves in the archival data, but laboriously quote the opinions of 
other historians in order to preserve a widely held belief. 
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Here is a classic example. In his widely read book The Third Reich at War, Richard Evans for example declares 
that 


“As soon as the German forces had entered the Soviet Union and the various 
territories it controlled, followed by the four SS Security Service Task Forces and 
subordinate Task Units including a number of police battalions, they had begun to 
carry out the orders Heydrich had given them to kill civilian resisters, Communist Party 
officials and Jews, along with all Jewish prisoners of war, in order, as they thought, to 
eliminate any possibility of resistance or subversion from ‘Jewish Bolsheviks.” 


As a Cambridge historian, Evans ought to be able to go to the archives and tell us 
where to find the documents backing up these extraordinary assertions. Instead, he is 
quoting the opinions of Jewish historians such as Saul Friedlander and Alfred Steim. 
Irving would not question Evans as a historian, but David would say that historians 
best serve the public and historical inquiry by backing up their claims with archival 
documents. 


Richard J. Evans 


As the noted Italian philosopher and historian Benedetto Croce wrote decades ago, “documents and criticism, life 
and thought, are the true source of history that is to say, the two elements of historical synthesis...they form a 
constituent part of it and are constituted by it. Hence the idea of a history with its sources outside itself is another 
fancy to be dispelled, together with that of history being the opposite of chronicle.” 


What | have seen over the years is that there is a lack of self-criticism among the Holocaust establishment; many do 
not ask deeper questions or search for evidence for existing claims. History does not work that way. 


| was hoping that Shermer and his co-author Grobman would challenge Irving’s main thesis in books such as 
Hitler’s War, Churchill’s War, etc. Instead, Denying History had very little interactions with Irving’s the central 
themes. Like Deborah Lipstadt, Michael Shermer believes that “Holocaust deniers” are anti-Semites! 


When he was asked the question “Why do you think that people deny the Holocaust then?,” Shermer responded, “ | 
think it really is mostly anti-Semitism, the belief in the inordinate amount of power that Jews allegedly have in the 
world. It’s a certain amount of just basic tribalism.” 


What probably classifies Irving a “Holocaust denier” is that he does not generally follow the mainstream historian’s 
pattern of quoting his peers without historical backbones. If you are going to make an extraordinary claim, Irving 
insists on seeing it documented by primary sources rather than the opinions of like-minded historians. 


For Irving, a healthy skepticism is required about any claim regarding World War Il, since the Germans were 
obsessed about papers. “I am a thorn in the side of certain people who have a vested interest in propagating their 
own version of history,” which “has become big business,” he said. Irving calls those people “the traditional enemy of 
the truth.” 


Why has Irving man stood by his views all these years? Why haven't Lipstadt and others disproved him wrong in all 
his major views? It is because Irving goes by the archives. He declared, “What is it that distinguishes my books from 
all the rest?...1 write my books from the archives...why is it that other historians get mad as hell when they hear my 
name? Why is it that they cheer when | get thrown into prison...no court hearing, no trial?” 


Primary sources, as critical historians have shown us, are the most reliable evidence for extraordinary claims that 
purport to be historical. Irving pursues that traditional method, which was followed by celebrated historians such as 
V. H. Galbraith, who believed that “the principal value of studying history lay in a direct encounter with the primary 
sources; by comparison the interpretations of historians were fundamentally transient.” 


Irving continued to say that many historians 
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“rely on second hand sources, which you can get away with....What did Hitler know about Auschwitz? ‘Of 
course he knew, he was the one who gave the order.’ And | said, ‘What’s the evidence?’ Professor [X] says 
that I had it from professor [Y]. Professor [Y] says that | had it from professor [Z]. Professor [Z] says | had it 
from professor [X]. So the circle is complete. They’ve all been quoting each other like dogs running around 
a circle... The world’s historians are ashamed of David Irving—and they should be ashamed.” 


Irving is not against secondary sources, for information of course could be gleaned from those sources. However, he 
is against authoritative statements without extraordinary evidence. 


Regardless of what you think about the man, he is right in line with the Western tradition in digging into the archives. 
Moreover, you put him behind bars today (hoping that he will change his mind) and he comes right back, fresh and 
ready to fight against what he calls “the traditional enemy of the truth.” 


O Irving, Where Is Thy Credentials? 


The point is also brought up that Irving cannot be considered a professional historian since he does not have an 
academic degree; although Irving was a student at the University of London, he never completed his education due 
to financial difficulties. 


Hayward also raised the point that if we are going to dismiss Irving on his 
lack of an academic diploma, then we are in deep trouble. The fact is that 
although some historians have degrees in their field, many do not. Raul 
Hilberg has a B.A. in political science, an M.A. and a doctorate in Public 
Law and Government. 


Michael Shermer has his Bachelor’s in psychology, his Master’s in 
experimental psychology, and his doctorate in the history of science, not 
in the history of World War II. His doctoral thesis was “Heretic-Scientist: 
Alfred Russell Wallace and the Evolution of Man: A Study on the Nature of 
Historical Change,” which later was published as a book entitled, /n 
Darwin’s Shadow: The Life and Science of Alfred Russel Wallace. 


Benjamin A. Valentino’s B.A. and Ph.D. degrees are in political science, 
yet he wrote the popular book Final Solutions: Mass Killing and Genocide 
in the Twentieth Century. R. J. Rummel’s B.A., M.A., and Ph.D. degrees 
are all in political science, yet many of his books focus on genocide in the 
twentieth century. Daniel Jonah Goldhagen’s B.A. degree is in social 
studies, and his M.A. and Ph.D. degrees are in Government. 


Raul Hilberg 


Thus, according to the fallacious standards used by those critics, Shermer is not qualified to write Denying History. 
Neither are Rummel, Valentino, or Hilberg. The argument is untenable and demonstrably ridiculous. 


As we have implicitly established in the previous article, the power of an idea does not lie on the degrees a person 
may have accumulated for himself, but must rely on historical accounts, logical consistency, explanatory power, 
explanatory scope, and historical context. There have to be external checks and balances in history (as in science) 
that are not contingent on the credentials of the scientist or historian. Historians must stay away from ad hoc 
hypotheses and red herring as much as possible. 


While one should always appreciate a person’s field or fields of study, one should never underestimate the power of 
a worldview and should always be skeptical about alternative views, pressing proponents of those views to back up 
their claims with empirical data. Put simply, the refutation of an argument cannot solely be contingent upon one’s 
credentials. 
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Michael Faraday, a chemist and physicist who contributed greatly to the field of electromagnetism, had very little 
formal education. Charles Darwin’s only degree was in theology; he studied the sciences in his spare time, but he 
never got a degree in any scientific field. 


Alfred Russell Wallace, the man who was the basis of Shermer’s Ph.D. thesis, never got a degree whatsoever. 
Charles Lyell, one of the men who revolutionized the understanding of the age of the earth with his Principles of 
Geology, got his B.A. degree in classics. He studied geology intensively after he became a lawyer but again he 
never got a degree in the sciences. Even Stephen Jay Gould acknowledges that “Charles Lyell was a lawyer by 
profession.” 


James Hutton was not trained in geology, but in medicine and agriculture; he is known today largely for his 
theoretical model in the field of geology. Herbert Spencer, who coined the term “survival of the fittest,” was a self- 
taught engineer. 


In our time, Thomas Sowell was trained as an economist, having a bachelor’s, master’s and a Ph.D. degrees in the 
field. Yet today is widely known as a social theorist, a political philosopher, a cultural and intellectual historian, etc. 
Barbara Tuchman was a self-taught Jewish historian. 


The question at hand is quite simple: can we use the fallacious argument that these people ought to be dismissed 
simply because they never had a formal degree in their particular field? Is the degree more important than 
reasonable arguments and evidence? 


Hayward said, 


“| HAVE READ the discussion on Irving with great interest. As a professional historian who has written a lot about 
Holocaust Revisionism in general and Irving in particular (and plenty on WW2), | can speak with some confidence 
about the issues raised....It is certainly true he never completed his Bachelor degree at the University of London 
(where he read Physics), let alone completed a post-graduate degree or Doctorate. It is also true that he has never 
held a university position. However, if those grounds are sufficient to call his scholarship into question, then they 
must also call into question the scholarship of almost all the important and influential writers of Holocaust history 
from the 1950s, 1960s and 1970s, upon which supporters of received opinion on the Holocaust still rely. For 
example, the late Gerald Reitlinger, author of the very influential and still-cited ‘The Final Solution: the Attempt to 
Exterminate the Jews of Europe’, was an art dealer with no academic qualifications. Yet Reitlinger’s book had a 
profound impact on both scholarly and popular perceptions of what happened to Eastern European Jews. A number 
of those still writing on the Holocaust also lack the ‘proper’ credentials. Georges Wellers, a prominent French writer 
on the Holocaust and a bitter opponent of Revisionism, is the former director of a medical research laboratory. He 
has no historical training. Jean-Claude Pressac, author of several ‘seminal’ books on the Auschwitz gas chambers, 
has a diploma in pharmacy but no historical training whatsoever. Walter Laqueur, former Kibbutznik and author of 
many well-received and best-selling books on the Holocaust and modern European history, may be an academic 
icon in Israel (the Jerusalem Post has produced glowing full-page feature articles on him, for instance), and he may 
head his own institute and edit his own journal, but he has never completed a university degree. Clearly, if Irving is 
unworthy of the title ‘historian’, then these Holocaust writers (none of whom has written anywhere the number of 
books Irving has) are also unworthy. If Irving’s works are to be discounted or treated with unusual circumspection 
because of his lack of formal credentials, then so are theirs. Do Irving’s highly-partisan critics care that their own 
favourite historians of the Holocaust lack ‘legitimacy’; that, like Irving and his ilk, they are not ‘real’ historians? 


Related Posts: 


The views expressed herein are the views of the author exclusively and not necessarily the views of VT, VT 
authors, affiliates, advertisers, sponsors, partners, technicians, or the Veterans Today Network and its 
assigns. LEGAL NOTICE - COMMENT POLICY 


7/8 


Posted by Jonas E. Alexis on June 5, 2013, With 13731 Reads Filed under Government & Politics, History. You can 
follow any responses to this entry through the RSS 2.0. You can skip to the end and leave a response. Pinging is 
currently not allowed. 


8/8 


The Curious Case of David Irving (Part Il) 


ui www.veteranstoday.com 


Jonas E. Alexis 


NAS E Jonas graduated from Avon Park High School, studied mathematics and 
J COLUMNIST philosophy as an undergraduate at Palm Beach Atlantic University, and has 


| | a master's degree in education from Grand Canyon University 
i 


biography social networks contact 


“Anti-Semitism did not play a decisive or even significant role in the growth of the 
Nazi movement and electorate. The appeals of Nazism were many and complex. 
People rallied to a syncretic creed of ultra-nationalism, Social Darwinism, anti- 


Marxism, anti-Bolshevism, and anti-Semitism, as well as to a party programs calling 


for the revision of Versailles, the repeal of reparations, the curb of industrial 
capitalism, and the establishment of a vo/kisch welfare state.”—Arno J. Mayer, 
Princeton Jewish Historian 


...by Jonas E. Alexis 


rites at the beginning of Why People Believe Weird Things: “If you are 
WHY PEOPLE BELIEVE 


Fr anything new. You become a crotchety old person convinced that 
i nonsense is ruling the world. (There is, of course, much data to support 
$ THINGS 


ou.) 


“But every now and then, maybe once in a hundred cases, a new idea 
urns out to be on the mark, valid and wonderful. If you are too much in 
he habit of being skeptical about everything, you are going to miss or 


and progress. 


“On the other hand, if you are open to the point of gullibility and have not an 


he worthless ones. If all ideas have equal validity then you are lost, because 
hen, it seems to me, no ideas have any validity at all.” 


MICHAEL A, 
SHERMER . 
X 
Sth 
+ =“So far, so good. Yet when it comes to questioning the claims that have been 
made by the Holocaust establishment, Shermer attacks those who use their 
skeptical skills, namely those he called “Holocaust deniers.” 


Michael Shermer, quoting Carl Sagan’s essay “The Burden of Skepticism,” 


only skeptical, then no new ideas make it through to you. You never learn 


resent it, and either way you will be standing in the way of understanding 


ounce of skeptical sense in you, then you cannot distinguish the useful as from 


We have already seen how he still believes that the soap story was probably done on a small scale, even though the 


claim has been completely abandoned by Jewish historians themselves. 


1/8 


It is safe to say that Michael Shermer only applies skepticism when it does not challenge his ideological substratum. 
He seems to be skeptical about UFO and what he calls “other confusions of our time,” but Shermer is not skeptical 
about the soap story, even though he provides not a single substantial evidence for it. 


Shermer and Grobman write, “There is some evidence that at a site near the camp at Stutthof (about twenty-miles 
east of Gdansk [Danzig]) the Nazis may have manufactured soap from human remains.” The evidence? 


Listen very carefully: “Cakes are on display at the museum there and witnesses have testified that soap was made 
at Stutthof from the fat of dead persons. At the war crime Sigmund Mazur, laboratory assistant at the Danzig Atomic 
Institute, testified that the institute conducted experiments in producing soap from human bodies.” 


If Cakes are on display, therefore it must be true. And if Sigmund Mazur testified, there must be some truth to the 
story. 


Shermer and his co-author certainly ought to talk to Yehuda Bauer and other leading Jewish historians on this issue. 
This is probably the only way that will help them kick their soap-story addiction. As David Irving puts it, “Why the 
Nazis should have wanted to rub their faces in the boiled-down detritus of their sworn enemies remains an 
imponderable mystery.” 


Irving, on the other hand, pursues the skeptical enquiry to its historical limit. 


For example, when Inside the Third Reich: Memoirs by Albert Speer was 
published, it was Irving who sat down with the author and asked him key 


questions about the book. Irving quickly discovered that the “memoirs” were INSIDE THE 
heavily influenced by outside forces. Irving writes: 

“Albert Speer’s memoir Inside the Third Reich made him a personal fortune THIRD 
after the West Berlin firm of Propylaen published the book in 1969. The 

volume earned him wide respect for his disavowal of Hitler. Some critics REICH 
were however puzzled that the American edition differed substantially from 


the German original Erinnerungen and the British edition. | learned the truth 
from the horse’s mouth, being one of the first writers to interview Speer 
after his release from Spandau prison in 1966. 


“The former Reichsminister spent an afternoon reading out loud to me from 
his draft memoirs. The book subsequently published was very different, 
having been written, he explained, by my own in-house editor at the Ullstein 
publishing house (Annette Engel née Etienne), by their chief editor Wolf- 
Jobst Siedler, and by historian Joachim Fest, editor of the prestigious 
Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung . Miss Etienne confirmed this. 


“When I challenged Speer in private at a Frankfurt publishing dinner in October 1979 to publish his original 
memoirs, he replied rather wistfully that he wished he could: ‘That would be impossible. That manuscript 
was quite out of keeping with the modern nuances. Even the captions to the chapters would have caused 
difficulties.’ 


“A courageous Berlin author, Matthias Schmidt, later published a book exposing the Speer legend and the 
‘memoirs’; but it is the latter volume which the lazy gentlemen of my profession have in their libraries, not 
Schmidt’s... 


“It was symptomatic of Speer’s truthfulness to history that while he was in Spandau he paid for the entire 
wartime diaries of his office (Dienststelle) to be retyped, omitting the more unfortunate passages, and 
donated these faked documents to the Bundesarchiv in Koblenz. 
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“My comparison of the 1943 volume, housed in the original in British Cabinet Office archives, with the 
Bundesarchiv copy made this plain, and Matthias Schmidt also reveals the forgery.” 


After more than twenty years of digging in the archives, asking important questions, talking to people who knew 
Hitler personally, and even reading the diaries of those close to Hitler, Irving admits that Hitler is still a puzzle. 


Yet Irving insists that contemporary history is not going to solve that puzzle if it keeps positing extraordinary claims 
without documentation and evidence, based solely on what contemporary historians wished had happened or what 
political correctness will accept. 


Whatever Irving may believe in private, one has to judge his books on the basis of historical accuracy, consistency, 
and honesty. 


His methodology is far more historically rigorous and intellectually satisfying than quoting an opinion without robust 
evidence; this methodology was even acknowledged by historians such as Dennis E. Showalter when Hitler’s War 
was first published in 1977. 


If Irving’s critics want to take him seriously, they have to debunk him through counterevidence from what Irving 
claims to know best—documented accounts from primary sources. If they cannot do that, then Irving will continue to 
justify his claim that conformist historians—or “traditional enemy of the truth—are not interested in finding out what 
Nazi Germany was all about. 


For example, to debunk Irving’s claim that the archives suggest Hitler did not know about this alleged “Final 
Solution,” Michael Shermer summons Raul Hilberg to say that Irving was completely wrong. Were Hilberg and 
Shermer able to prove this point from the archives? No. 


Shermer could have proved Irving wrong by going through the archives 
since Irving, throughout Hitler’s War, gives the exact location of his 
sources, but Shermer took the easy route by talking to like-minded 
people like Hilberg. 


Shermer could have done better: he could have asked Hilberg to cite 
archival documents proving his conclusion. Shermer did not go that far. 
Hilberg said it, and Shermer, the skeptic, believed him. (This same 
question was posed to Hilberg in court but he was unable to prove his 
point. More on that later in a future article.) 


Historians, when they want to be honest and consistent, cannot dismiss 
Irving too quickly. Even Richard J. Evans knows this. As previously 
suggested, before the Irving-Lipstadt trial, Evans wrote that Irving “ 


knows an enormous amount about Hitler and his entourage and his 
immediate circle in the second world war and their conduct of military 
affairs, and over the years he’s dug up through contacts and through 
sheer energy and diligence enormous amounts of new documentation 
Micmaclienermer of varying interest and importance, but some of it is undeniably 
important.” 


So if some of Irving’s documents are “undeniably important,” how is it that everything he ever published is 
now “worthless”? I contacted Evans and pointed this obvious contradiction to him, but he stood by the 
latter position. 

It is safe to say that Evans is motivated by an ideology when it comes to examining serious issues about Nazi 
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Germany. Evans, Christopher Browning, among other historians, were paid thousands upon thousands of dollars to 
testify in court that Irving is a fraud. 


It is stunning to read that on a theoretical level, on many occasions Evans abides by the historical method. He 
writes, 


“In teaching undergraduates and graduate students alike, university historians’ primary aim is to get them 
to adopt a critical and questioning attitude to the books and articles they read, including their own.” 


Evans continues, 


“Historical writing as well as teaching makes a point of conveying the provisional and uncertain nature of 
interpretation and the need to test it constantly against the source materials used as evidence in its favor.” 
Evans also implies that primary sources are important. 


Why shouldn't that method be applied to key aspects of Nazi Germany? Evans is right in line with historical inquiry 
by saying that “the past does impose its reality through the sources in a basic way. At the most elementary level, one 
cannot simply read into documents words that are not there.” 


Evans moves on to say (and this is very important), 


“It is highly dangerous to make objectivity in this sense dependent on the existence of the scholarly 
community. There was, after all, a scholarly community in Germany in the 1920s which remained in 
existence, largely unaltered in personnel and ideology, under Hitler’s Third Reich.” 


Whether he likes it or not, Evans is on the same page with Irving here. Irving 
for years has been saying that the historical community needs to stop quoting ES 
itself to back up its extraordinary claims; instead, it needs to start digging into 
the archives for reliable sources. 


In writing Hitler’s War, Irving did what professional historians should have 
done: he dug into military records and archives; gained the confidence of 
Hitler’s close associates; read original manuscripts and memoirs; read the 
memoirs of Hitler’s manservants such as Karl Wilhelm Krause; read the 
handwritten memoirs of Himmler’s intelligence chief, Walter Schellenberg; and 
read unpublished diaries and private letters of dozens of people around Hitler. 


Irving even learned German in order to decode those documents. Irving has 
done his homework. After years of research, Irving saw that many claims made 
about Nazi Germany are either propaganda or completely false. 


What was astonishing to Irving was that many historians who wrote lengthy 
biographies of Hitler do not even check the archives to see what they actually 
reveal. Joachim Fest is a classic example. The National Archives in 
Washington “houses by far the largest collection of records relating to recent 
European history,” but Fest admitted that he has never been there. 


Let me say in passing that Evans’ In Defense of History is a good read and needs to be recognized as such. Yet he 
does not want to apply what he writes to real history, because political expediency does not allow the archives to 
speak for themselves. 


In that sense, many historians become popular because they abandon what historiographical research requires. As 
Irving puts it, “A historian has no duty to be popular. It is difficult sometimes to be true to the historical record and 
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popular at the same time.” This is right in line with what the Greek rhetorician and satirist Lucian said about history. 
It is pertinent to cite him one more time, 


“Well, my historian should be like that: fearless, incorruptible, frank, a friend of free speech and the truth, 
determined, as the comic poet puts it, to call figs figs and a tub a tub, indulging neither hatred nor 
friendship, sparing nobody, not showing pity or shame or diffidence, an unbiased judge, kindly to everyone 
up to the point of not allowing one side more than it deserves, a stranger without a stake in his writings, 
independent, serving no king, not taking into account what any man will think, but simply saying what 
happened.” 


Some historians choose the easy route, while Irving 
refuses to do so. This has cost him a great deal, even 
prison time, and he has been denied entrance to countries 
such as Australia, New Zealand, Italy, and South Africa. 


Groups have pressured libraries to take Irving’s books off 
the shelves, and some students in Europe have been 
penalized in academic papers for citing Irving’s works. 


In other words, since historical inquiry, discussion, and 
research do not help the Holocaust establishment in 
Europe, the best method is to get rid of those books and put 
their author in prison. 


Irving, of course, cannot be placed behind bars in America 
because of our freedom of expression. But the best way to 
dismiss him is to denigrate his work. Aaron Breitbart of the 
Simon Wiesenthal Center declares that people like Irving “murder history.” 


Lucian 


Foundations of the Holocaust Establishment 


Michael Shermer argues that Holocaust historians base their arguments on key foundations: a convergence of 
evidence made by eyewitnesses, documents, photographs, and physical evidence. Totally flimsy. 


There was a “convergence of evidence” showing that people were gassed at Belsen, Dachau, and other places; 
there was a “convergence of evidence” showing that the Nazis used Jewish fat to make soap. Alleged eyewitnesses 
were summoned, supposed documents were used, photographs were forged, and physical evidence was fabricated. 


Those claims were made by a wide range of Jewish organizations, including Simon Wiesenthal. These stories, 
particularly the soap story, spread like wildfire in Poland, Slovakia, and even Germany. Walter Laqueur himself 
declares that the story was so popular that “by July 1942 rumours were rife all over Eastern Europe that Jews were 
killed in great numbers and ‘boiled into soap.” 


Yet it took Jewish historian Walter Laqueur years to declare that the soap story was demonstrably false. And 
Laqueur could never tell us how the story turned out to be false. He simply says that “It emerged after the war that 
the story was in fact untrue.” 


We see the same methodology in Shermer and Grobman’s Denying History. They declare that “most historians do 
not believe [the soap story]. Deniers exploit this confusion, claiming it is a clear example of Holocaust myth-making, 
the unreliability of eyewitness testimony, and poor historiography.” 


Shermer knows very well that “Holocaust deniers” are not the only ones to say that eyewitness testimony in this 
case is not enough to establish an extraordinary claim. As we saw in a previous article, it is also the position of many 
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experts in the field. 


Shermer could never tell us how most historians came to dismiss the soap story. Moreover, if the soap story is not a 
historical fact, could it be called a myth or a story that has no historical backup? We also have already seen the 
inconsistencies among alleged eyewitnesses. 


No serious Holocaust historian believes that there is a “convergence of evidence” among eyewitnesses anymore. 
Yes, there is a convergence of contradictory evidence, as we saw in the case of Frank Walus. 


Consider Paul Rassinier, a French anti-Nazi history and geography teacher who smuggled Jewish refugees into 
Switzerland. Rassinier was captured by the Nazis in 1943 and sent to Buchenwald. When the war was over, he was 
released and returned to France, where he was awarded the highest decoration 
from the French government. 


Rassinier, however, was appalled at some of the claims being propagated. 
Although he hated the Nazi policies, he knew that there was no evidence 
showing that people were being gassed. He figured that he had to dispel many 
of the sweeping statements which were being made about the concentration 
camps. 


Christopher Hitchens Defended David Irving 


When David Irving was arrested in Austria, it was the late Christopher Hitchens 
stood up to defend him. Arresting Irving, Hitchens declares in the Wall Street 
Journal, is a “disgrace.” Hitchens pointed out that it is perfectly rational and 
legitimate to criticize religious belief and historical events, and one should not be Paul Rassinier 
placed in a cell for doing so. 


Not only that, Hitchens wrote that Irving “is in fact not a ‘denier,’ but a 
revisionist, and much-hated by the full-dress ‘denial’ faction. The pages 
on Goebbels, as in his books on Dresden, Churchill and Hitler, contain 
some highly important and damning findings from his work in the 
archives of the Third Reich.” 


Perhaps Hitchens should have debated those issues with Shermer and 
Lipstadt. 


Hitchens, writing in 2001 in the Los Angeles Times, declared that “the 
Holocaust has become a secular religion, with state support in the 
form of a national museum.” 


It seems that saying things like these would invoke cries of anti- 
Semitism, but Hitchens moves on to say that his mother’s family was of 
German and Polish Jewish descent and his wife’s family produced an 
Auschwitz survivor. Foreseeing that this preface would ease his 
statements, Hitchens further declared, “I look forward to a time when | 
won't feel any need to mention this.” 


Christopher Hitchens 


Hitchens continued, implying that it was “revisionists” who first made it 

clear that 1) there were no gas chambers at Belsen or Dachau or 
Buchenwald; 2) the Nazis did not turn Jews into soap; and 3) Rudolf Hoess’ “confession” “was extracted by force.” 
If a person wants to remain a serious historian, he has to abide by these historical facts now recognized by a wide 
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range of World War II historians. This, according to Hitchens, leads to the conclusion that much of the “eyewitness” 
testimony is propaganda. “Eyewitness” testimony was also responsible for propagating the idea that John 
Demjanjuk was at Treblinka, but an Israeli court found that claim untrue. 


Moroever, Hitchens said, “much of the evidence presented and accepted at Nuremburg was spurious.” For example, 
during the trial, the Nazis were blamed by the Soviet and Allied judges for the massacre that happened at Katyn in 
Poland, but all reputable historians know by now that Stalin was responsible for this. 


Yet because the United States was right in line with Stalin during World War II, the U.S. knew very well about the 
incident in Katyn, but hid the evidence until it was revealed in 2012 in documents stored at the National Archives. 


Hitchens said that Irving has a “sneaking sympathy for fascism,” but states that “his work on the bombing of 
Dresden, on the inner functioning of the Churchill government and on the mentality of the Nazi generals was 
invaluable. He changed sides on the issue of the Hitler diaries, but his intervention was crucial to their exposure as a 
pro-Nazi fabrication. His knowledge of the German language was the envy of his rivals.” 


Although Hitchens believes that Irving’s work, like other historians, is not flawless, and faults Irving on many 


occasions, he concluded, “1St Amendment. This culture has assumed several great responsibilities. It sponsored the 
Nuremberg trials, with all their peaks and troughs of evidence. It has elevated the Holocaust into a universal moral 
example.” Princeton Jewish historian Arno J. Mayer said something similar. 


| disagree with Hitchens on many issues, but he was more open-minded here than Shermer and Lipstadt. 
My final View on Irving 


In my opinion, Irving should never have sued Lipstadt, for there was no way he would have come out victorious, 
particularly when organized Jewry was pouring millions of dollars on the case. Even Hollywood mogul Steven 
Spielberg donated thousands of dollars. 


Lipstadt admits that when Rabbi Herbert Friedman heard about the case, he pulled Lipstadt aside and said, “It’s time 
to get organized. Irving set his sights on you, but it’s the entire Jewish community and historical truth that he is 
aiming at.” 


In a similar vein, Leslie Wexner, chairman and CEO of Limited Brands, declared, “This is not Deborah’s issue. It’s 
our issue.” Lipstadt declared that Wexner “then relayed a message to me that | was not to worry about funds...All 
this was done quietly and without any publicity or fanfare.” 


In my opinion (whatever it’s worth), Irving should have written a book disproving the major edifice of Lipstadt’s 
accusation and the Holocaust establishment. 


(We will go into intermission in the next four articles and will come back to WWII events later. The next article will 
discuss the current secret surveillance program and how Israel has played a major role.) 
http:/Awww.fpp.co.uk/Letters/trial/Evans_lied160104.html. 
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